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November 15, 2005

Stephen L. Johnson, Administrator

United States Environmental Protection Agency
Ariel Rios Building |

1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.

Washington, DC 20460

RE: Recommendations Regarding Protecting Farmworker
Children From Exposure to Pesticides

Dear Administrator Johtison:

The Children’s Health Protection Advisory (CHPAC) recently
conducted a review of pesticide-related health risks to the children of
farmworkers. We began by reviewing previous CHPAC letters to the
EPA (incloding FACA to EPA correspondence from 1999) and then
focused on research and policies addressing: 1) exposures levels in
pregnant women and children, 2) pesticide residues in homes and -
cats, 3) pesticide drift, 4) the Worker Protection Standard (WPS), and
5) gaps in research (see Attachment 1). From this information we
concluded that farmpworker children are not adequately protected and
that a number of risk-reduction actions can be taken now. We also
found areas where scientific evidence is lacking and recommend that
EPA support additional research in targeted areas of inquiry. In
conducting our review, we also came to the conclusion that children
are best protected through primary prevention measures. We urge the
EPA to support agricultural practices that use fewer pesticides, less
toxic pesticides, and alternatives to pesticides, We also encourage the
EPA 1o involve all stakeholders (e.g., pesticide manufacturers,
gtowers, and workers) in the development of strategies airned at
reducing risks to farmworker children and pregnant women,

The CHPAC's recommendations fall into two categories, short-term

and long-term. Short-term recommendations focus on strengthening,
the WPS, and reducing exposures from pesticide drift.

Our long-term recommendation focuses on reducing data gaps
through regearch.
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A. Strengthening the WPS

The Worker Protection Standard (WPS) sets forth grower responsibilities for pesticide
safety requirements to protect farmworkers and their children from exposure. In
reviewing WPS policies and implementation issues, the CHPAC concluded that much
more ¢an be done to reduce risks to farmworker children, Our recommendations can be
implemented today, and include:

1. Training to Modify Worker Behaviors: The WPS requires that workers receive

training every five years. The CHPAC believes this is inadequate and
recotnmends that training be provided annually to both field workers and
pesticide handlers. Training should be expanded to include information about take
home exposure pathways, risks to family members from take home exXposures,
pesticide toxicity, and healtlr risks to infants, children, and pregnant wornen.
Workers also need to be educated about practical risk reduction actions {e.g.,

. changing clothes and showering before going home) and how these actions can
help protect their family.

2. Hazard Communication: EPA is consideting adding hazard conumunication
information to the WPS, We endorse this concept and suggest that workers be
provided with a simiplified safety handout addressing: 1) the short- and long- term
health effects of pesticides used at that particular workplace, 2) safety precautions
(¢.g., restricted entry intervals) and 3) first aid information. This brochure should
be provided by pesticide manufacturers, and be linguistically-, culturally-, and
educationally-appropriate for farmworkers. The use of pictograms and other
low-literacy health information techniques should be investigated,

3. Access to Changing Facilities at the Work Site: Because most farms lack places
for workers to wash or change their clothes, pesticide residue remains on workers’
hait, clothes and shoes when they return hotme. Children can be exposed to -

 pesticide residue when they hug their parents at the end of a work day. Providing
workers with a place to wash and change clothes before returning home will help
protect their children from pesticide exposure. Employers should be required to
provide farm workers with an area to store clean clothes, change clothes and
shoes, and wash, so that pesticides will not be carried from work to home, These
washing areas provide a logical place for permanently displaying safety
information that shows workers that protecting themselves is part of protecting
their children,

4, Protecting Ygung Farmworkers: Reducing Exposures While Mixing. Loading,
and Applying: Under current policy, farmworkers must be at least 16 to mix, load

and apply toxicity category I and II pesticides. Flowever, some categories I1] or
IV pesticides have been associated with long-term health effects, including cancer
or adverse reproductive gffects. In 2000, the National Institute of Occupational
Safety and Health recommended that the Secretary of Labor designate all
pesticide handling activities as “hazardous” in order to prevent farmworker
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children under age 16 from engaging in such activities, We recomnmend that the
EPA adopt this NIOSH recomumendation, Because growth and development of

many 0rgan systems continues into late adolescence, we hope that EPA, with its
fellow agencies, also will develop ways to enhance protection for the 16-20 year
old age group.

5. Ensure Young Farmworkers: Respiratory Protection; Under OSHA s standard
workers who use respirators must be medically cleared and have the respirator
properly fitted to theit face. For youth (ages 16 and older) who need to use a
respirator, EPA regulations should be expanded to address respirator fit testing for
farmworkers. This change would pravide farmworkers with the same level of
protection that all other workers receive under OSHA, '

6. Strengthen WPS Enforcement. Compliance with the WPS and the prohibition
against children mixing, loading and applying certain pesticides needs to be
mnproved. However, states currently itnpose few penalties for violations of these
provisions. Consequently, employers have little economic incentive to obey the
law. For example, in California (often considered to have a strong state pesticide
program), state data indicate that for the period 1997-2000, worker safety laws
were violated in 41% of reported poisoning cases involving agricultural workers.
Fines were issued for less than 20% of these violations, and the vast majority
were for less than $400. Workers also rarely report violations because they fear
emiployer retaliation. The CHPAC wrges EPA to improve enforcement of the
WPS and related safety laws, This should include a requirement that states issue
meaningful fines for violations found, thai complaints of worker poisoning or
employer retaliation be prioritized and promptly and thoroughly investigated, and
that EPA issue an annual report summarizing enforcement activities (e.g., number
and type of violations found, penalty imposed, if any, etc.).

B. Reducing Exposures from Pesticide Drift

Children living in agricultural areas are potentially exposed to drift at home and at -
school, Child protective policies need to consider the evolving science addressing
pesticide drift as well as the realities of field work, living conditions, cumulative
exposures, and the proximity of agriculture fields to housing, schools and day care
seitings. By taking preventive actions to protect farmworker children, all children may
be protected as well.

Further work is needed to understand the effects of secondary as wel as primary drift.
To date EPA’s models have focused primarily on modeling dispersion pattems from

~ primary drifi (e.g., dispersion at the time of application); such models do not aceount for
exposures to secondary drift (e.g., revolitalization and/or windblown dust) and thus
underestimate expasute,
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Attachment 1
Materials Reviewed by CHPAC Pesticides Task Group in Preparing This Letter
(does not include speakers’ PowerPoint presentations)

* A. Releyant Historical CHPAC/EPA Correspondence

1. Letter from Routt Rejgart regarding EPA’s science policy issue paper on
Residential Exposure Assessments, being prepared as part of the implementation
of the Food Quality Protection Act (February 18, 1999).

s Response letter from EPA to Routt Reigart regarding the tmplementation
of the Food Quality Protection Act (FQPA) (March 25, 1999). '

2. Letter from Routt Reigart to Carol Browner offering additional comments on the
Residential Exposure Standard Operating Principles (January 21, 2000).

3. Letter from Routt Reigart to Carol Browner requeating clarification on how the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) assesses risks to farmworker children,
and presenting recommendations for EPA’s consideration to further protect
children who are working in agriculture (Qctober 20, 2000).

¢ Response from EPA 1o Routt Reigart on the October 20, 2000 letter to
Carol Browner requesting clarification on how the Environmental
Proteetion Agency (EPA) assesses risks to farmworker children, and
presenting recommendations for EPA’s consideration to further protect
children who are working in agriculture (Janvary 9, 2001).

4. Letter from Melanie Marty to Christine Todd Whitman recommending the
Agency undertake certain steps to address some of the remaining concerns raised
by the GAQ in it’s report, Pesticides: Improvements Needed to Ensute the Safety
of Farmworkers and Their Children GAQ/RCED-(0-40 (March 2000) (“GAO
Report™) (March 29, 2003). |

¢ Response from Stephen L. Johnson, Assistant Adwministrator, to
Melanie Marty regarding the CHPAC"s recommendations for
strengthening the WPS program (May 22, 2003).

3. Advisory Committee Regulatory Re-evaluation Report - Office of Children's.
Health Protection, Report of the Children's Health Protection Advisory
Committee to the U.S. Envitonmental Protection Agency Regarding the Selection
of Five Regulations for Re-Evalyation, Submitted by Dr. J. Routt Reigart, Chair
Children's Health Protection Advisory Committee, May 28, 1998.
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